provide some evidence for the corpus callosum having different channels with different properties and transmission times. I think that the apparatus and the procedure they used in their experiments have some points that need to be clarified. They use a paradigm of simple reaction time to lateralized flashes on a computer monitor. They report that flashes lasted 50 ms on the screen. Most computer monitors have a vertical refresh rate slower than 120 Hz, typically 60-76 Hz (depending on quality of the monitor, video mode used, and the video-controlling circuit), which means that the screen is redrawn at every 13-16 ms. The authors did not report the refresh rate of the monitor they used in their experiments. Assuming that their monitor has a 'good' refresh rate of 100 Hz, any image on the screen remains unchanged for at least 10 ms. Therefore, the flashes they used should actually appear on the screen with a delay of 0-10 ms, and last 40-60 ms, depending on the arrival time of the software command and the phase of the monitor's cycle. If the computer's clock for software execution was synchronized to a certain phase of the videocontrolling board, the delay-if greater than 0 ms-might lead to a systematic error in all time interval calculations. If the computer's clock and the monitor's cycle worked independently of each other, the delay would add a random uniform noise in the range of 0-10 ms to all the individual reaction times. Along with errors in time interval calculations, the variable 'life' of the flashes on the screen probably affected subjects' performance also; either systematically, or randomly. The authors did not give information about how they handled these potential sources of errors.
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Considering very short interhemisferic transmission times (reported to be 1^.3 ms in normal subjects in different tasks), small differences in reaction times between different tasks and different conditions, and relatively small numbers of trials, the monitor's refresh rate should have been taken into account as a potential source of error. If it introduced a random noise (not a systematic error) to the data, averaging across the subjects might have cancelled most of the error. However, since the random noise is a factor which increases the standard deviations, averaging the data does not remove the possible error that a potentially significant result has been reported as non-significant by the statistical tests used.
Apparently, using a computer monitor is not the best way to present a visual stimulus to reveal very short differences between reaction times; and an array of LEDs should work better. (Iacoboni and Zaidel, 1995) .
Reply
First, he notes that we specified presenting 50 ms stimuli without reporting the refresh rate of the monitor. In fact, we used a Macintosh Quadra with a 15-inch RGB colour monitor and a refresh cycle of 16.67 ms (60 Hz). Stimuli were presented for three cycles, i.e. 16.67 X 3 = 50.01 ms. Actually, our stimuli subtend 1 cm 2 (25 pixel lines) on the monitor screen. Since the screen has 480 lines, we can
